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The purpose of this paper is tg_suggest an approach that
can be used for integrating formative evaluatian~into externally

? . ¢ L2

-

mandated program reviews, The flrst step 1n thlS 1ntegrat10n is
. to! c1a331fy tge mandatedmprogram*rev1ew cr1ter1a u31ng the two

’dlmen31onal model developed'ln thlS paper. This model_}s based
. @ .. ) . . ) " . | . .
.on a cross-classification of the two ma jor dimensions of program

seduence and program participante..Tpie;model'can'be used to -
: : V .o . S ' N _
examine externally mandated program review criteria .in order to

/

3

determine aspects-offthe'program thatvare»notffurrently be1ng

assessed. The next step is to develoB c;iterla that can used to

v

enhance the . ut111ty of‘the mﬁhﬁated evaluation for formatlve

|3

_ pur’bses.'The model can be used to suggeSt;critéria for.this

fofmative'purpbse. The model ie_illuStrated'using*qata’frem'a7:

medium sized urban university. = . - . ¢ :
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IHE ROLE OF FORMATIVE EVALUATION- IN EXTERNALLY MANDATED
| PROGRAM REVIEWS IN HIGHEﬁ EDUCATION ?J;'

0 Q.‘ 3 |
The purpose Of this paper ls to Suggest a; model that can- be?”

> ]

used for 1ntegrat1ng the formative evalugtion of academ1c

programs w1th.the-requ1rements oﬁ mang .ed program'rev1ews‘inf'
&~

higher educatlon. Externally mandated re iews aré program

ﬁvaluatlons ‘that are. undertaken at the request of :an outside’

.agency or organlzation; Statew1de“program rev1ews that are
-

o

: typlcally required by governing boards in h1gher education and

also accred1tauZon activities would all fall .into the category
. / ,

‘of externall andated rogram review, - i
External y mandated reV1ews are generally concerned w1th

/ ‘o o

the summatiye- evaluation of academic programs at the un1vers1ty.

Summative valuations focuSpprimarily on the fiﬁflloutcomes of

-
'the acade ic programs. A good example of the types of outccmes'

that can be used for sugpatlve ‘evaluation in h1gher education 1s.’_u

the: set proposed by the ﬁatlonal Center for Higher Educatlo
Manag%ment Systems (Lenning, 1977) Accordlng to-Lenning\(19Z7),
.outcomesyare the end results of the processes that'occur within
‘postsecfndary;education:institutions and programs{‘This concern

L} f -

with "end results" can -be contrasted with formati?e“e?iiujtions

- of academic programs in hlgherueducatlon.

Format1ve evaluations of academic programs shgpld assess
. 7 ] u
criter1a that can be used to prOV1de feedback to the prqgram

O C.

-

Q o t : | ' '
. W h . . . - @ . - . .
. . Py i e . . -
) . ; g T Y i . a
\




7

e . L - . . » .
3 . : fw

‘Formative Evaluation'in-Higher Education )
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'part1cipants in order to improve‘the pro

A

”
(N}
RS

gram. This 1dea of

v

"3

if Pageuﬁq,f

feedback and - correctives 1s ‘an . essential 1ngredient of formative

.evaluatﬁons. The»distinction between for

'.evaluation was init1ally introduced by B

‘Madaus (1971) in - relation to the evaluation of student learning.j,

'We feel that this idea can be meaningful

'
.‘_\.

mative and summative LN

loom Hastings and

At

ly applied to program .

:

reviews in higher education as well Our use of the term is more

general w1th speciflc emphases on the ‘feedback and corrective

aspects of the evaluation.' i

.\&.‘
B
1

2 s The obyectives of formative and summat1ve evaluations are3

9 -

different, but not n;Zessarily contradic

fhave’combined the'goals of each type of

this integration is based on the notion
reviews can be made more productive, if

.ﬂ N A ~ :
;evaluatlon can also be met concurrently
a“;,,

evaluation. The me;hod used to develop c
formative and summative evaluation is ba

described in this paper.
? ’ e
The first step in. 1ncreasing the fo

- * -

’ o

the criteria that are currently being us
summative evaluation. This .can be accomp

the mandated criter1a into a" simple two
it
model is created by the cross classifica

. o °

v - ’ -

tory. In this paper we .

evaluation. The need for

,that externally mandated

the goals of formative
during the same
riteria for both

sed on the model

rmative evaluation

“Taspects of an externally mandated program review is: ‘to assess

ed as a.part of the

lished by categorizing

LY

dimensional model This.

tion of the major stages-

\

{
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that any academ1c program must pass through (1nput, process, and
¥ *i
‘o tput) w1th the maJor part1cpants 1n the dec1slons concerning

>

e academ1c program crite&ia (students, faculty, and

Ry

ad 1n1strators) Th1s model for c1as31fy1ng program review

¢

criteria will: be d1scussed in depth in the next sectlon.

’!.

7

s Once the mandated cr1teria have _been- class1f1ed ‘the next
"step is to develop cr1ter1a that can be used to enhance the

ut111ty ;# the program»evaluatlon for format1ve purposes. The
' /most 1mportant criteria for the format1ve evaluation of an

- -

'-academic program would be in the process cells and then perhaps

o

‘Jthe input cells. These cells in the model for assess1ng

’

.+ potential program review cr1teria would be most cruc1al ‘because

l.g of the1r potent1al for alterab111ty. Of course spec1f1c criteria ;.

would vary in terms of alterab111ty. The" ident1f1ca;10n and

quality of the process cr1teria are crucial from a formative

K}

rspective. The process cr1ter1a def1ne what 1s

1% ' . ? - 3
-\ to 1mplement the planned changes of the 1nput

. b

,o Outcomes. Although the - 1nput variables may be

1mportant from a format1Ve perspective, these criteria will
NN . : d
generally not have: as much potent1al for alterability.

4

In summary» the purpose of this paper is to- propose an

3
-

approach that can, be used to combine. formative evaluation w1th

the summadive evaluations that are mandated by external

t 2 - .{ N . : )
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agenc1es..In order to accomplish th1s intergration, a»model-iSV

‘proposed for examinlng the mandated criteria in order to deNelop 7:

new cr1ter1a that can be used in conJunction with the mandated

~ -
program eValuation. The model for exam1n1ng program rev1%ﬁ\\

P

cr1ter1a can be used to ident1fy weaknesses in the ex1st1ng
!« . -

'structure%of the summative outcomes that‘11m1t the1r usefulness

»

for formatlve evaluation. It is ant1c1pated that the cr1ter1a1‘f .
N Y v v ’
used in mand[ted rev1ews will tend to be in the outcome

b
3

‘categoﬁy, Té ,rationale and description 6f the mod l-for )
BN N ) "

exam1n1ng pr gram re cr1ter1a is described in he next '

sectiona Thl m 4el will ‘then . beia/plied to examine a ‘set - of

.~_ ’i

criteria that were used in an actual _program rev1ew ‘at an urban -

»

¢

v M I - .
BRI P i
uniLers1ty. J A ‘

i"rj. - gvh'Description of the\modef

L)

The model for exam1n1ng mandated program review cr1ter1a ;:ﬁ :

propdsed 1n th1s paper is’ gomposed of two major d1mens1ons. N

-

+

first d;mension represents the maJor stages that any program"

~ e

acti 1ty must pass through*é input;gprocess_and:ou put."The ff'*;'c

7. o . .
second dimenslon is‘identifled.by the,participant

iénélconcerﬁing'academic'programs A’that 1s, students, h'_f?J

r:‘.'\v

.decis

L}

faculty and administrators. We recognize the presence of other

influenices on the.institution and~ program, such as governing

-
n

legislatures, communities;.alumni;'employers, and media,
: . ’ - S

odel holds that these influences are mediated through

boards,
‘but our

- Co . . ¢ . .
L : '
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one or more of the three mq%pr institutional participant groups'

.

i'identified-above."The two d1mens1ons can be cross—classified to

A

y1eld a. 3 X 3 matrix with nine cells. _ E o ﬁ;li’

)

- . In order to assign program review criteria to one of these
. ‘ ¥ o
2 chlls two prijfigles can. be’ used._ Thg principle for ass1gning

cr1ter1a to the f1rst dimension ‘of program sequence depends on . 0‘”

whether or n?t the. criteria is present at the onset of«{he

program (input), used in the implementation of the program
4
~(process), dr represgnts the outcome of the program (output).
1

*The principle for assigning criteria to the .se ond dimension is

-
.
”

_Qf ' based on a cons1deration of which of these three maJor groups

has pr1mary»control over the actions;eprésen ed by the criteria. S

' - . 0
For example, stuﬁents enter the program with certain°
. R N

s character1stics (e.g., ability, motivation, previous _ - O;%-
characteristics Would be classifiedeas X 7,1'

. achievement).. Thes
ﬁstudent/input'ch racteristics; .AnotherveXample is the

. 'arrahgementsithat are., providedfbv the‘program~for?accommodatingh

’ diverse student needs (e. 8 day fare facilities, JFE campus

~ courses, and weekend courses).~ These characteristics -are

primarily under.the control of administrators and relate to <
A'program process° these would be placed in the : S .

» . . . !

v

administration/process cell . o
Each of the cells produced by the ‘cross- classification of /‘

> the two.dimensions - program sequence and-program‘participants -~

. ) - . ) PR . .
. M o . oo ) .
l Y [N ‘e . . . . . s . 4
. I . .- -
. . ' . . . .
. . v . . , N . . .
N .

—
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‘can define a set of criteria that can be used for program review

]

by an outside agency and/or.devélopéd'by a university in order
' to.supplement the information required by}each/group. These
"criteria can be'used by interested external or university based

ggsups to- exam1ne program quallty, efficiency, or other goals.

L

The ch01ce of criteria and the cell which it represents is very
3 .
s

1mportant because the plann1ng and decision making act1v1t1es

i

that result from the prOgram review will vary among the various

part1es depend1ng on the cel%g.whlch are used and the evaluat1on
\

,cr1ter1a\generated within cells. Although the cells can be

separatedxanalytically;'the'criteria and the cells within the
. . : i
medel are ln reality dynamically inter—connected.
The . class1f1cat10n ‘of program review criteria.into this
'model can hlgh11ght the cell or cells ‘which are curren&iy | ?&
: 'rece1v1£g the greatest emphas1s in the external review. It can
also 1dentify empty cells, dupl1cat1on, and cr1ter1a not :f
currently be1ng used in the external program rev1ew act1v1ties'\
. ;which the’ln1vers1ty may want to 1nclude in its own program_
review. . - h ' g .
Slnce each cell can’ be exam1ned 1ndependently, a cell can.
ygenerate 1ts own def1n1t1on of program quality., Ideally, for
formative evaluatlons all of the cells should be represented in
the program rev1ey and each cell should cqntaln multiple
/ criteria. The assessment of pregram quality'shbuld,not be based

-
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-

.on anv'single criterion or any single cell. '~ The definition of

s quality should be multi dimensional in the sense. that there

Y

;should be'm%ltiple«criteria within cells and’also .
multi-dimensional in the sensedthat several cells are used.
It is also important to note that the cells are not

‘neCESsarily of equal importance to either group. In fact
different cells in the model can be assigned different levels of

.importance dependinglon the decision—making_and.planning ntext

. of .the program; By. examining through this model the criteria 3
e g

proposed by an outs1de agency, it is possible to draw inferences

- ')
_-concerning the value“assigned to each cell by the board. Such /

- *

inferences can affect inkernal planning and policy.

{
Making the relative importance and‘value of the various

NS

cells of extﬁrnal program review explicit is very useful to

-

administrators and evaluators within the university” who are

.typically confronted with a w1de variety of seemingly unrelated

4

program review criteria. Making the structure underlying the
Voo 'criteria explitit enables them to place more weight on the
collection and analyses of data fqg criteria tha} are of major
Iy :

‘importance to the outside agency and ‘the university.' It can
‘also be used to suggesv'supplememtal program information that'lﬁ )

thevuniversity‘may want to.obtain‘@n‘conjunction with the

cr1teria mapdated by the state board s program review‘~ ’ '

activities. . . Y o ,‘> .
K . . M ‘“/ .

£
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- In spite of ;2{ increasing’use of state mandated program

reviévs, relativ%~y little time and effort has been invested in
s

examining the structure of currently used criteria for. their

concurrent formative use with&n 1nstitutions. The selection of
A\

¢

criter1a to a large extent determines .the priorities and policy

*hat caé be derived from the evaluation and used in planning;
both statewide élanning and w1th1n univers1ty9planning (Bloom,
» et alw, l9213 Dillon and Starkman, 1981 Dressel, 1976;.§tarkman';

&: .

', ‘and Bellis, 1977; Tyler, 1949). _ R

In ordemito illustrate the classification of mandated
) ¢ , v N . ) T e
criteria into? he proposed model, a set of criteria proposed a

board of highex /education will be examined. These criteria were
used in the Yrogram.evaluations of an urbBan university.

-

Case Sgugy

.+ The example used in the case study was conducted at a

’ ¢

medium‘siisg university (7;000'undergraduate and‘graduate

students) The. student body is primarily black\(?SZ); andehere
) are almost twice as many female students as fiale students. IJ
is a commuter university and most of the students come from the
‘metropolitan area. | |
The- university is operated/ under the governance ofla Poard
of governors Jf state colleges and universities. The boérd of
governprs has airesponsibility to "...review periodically all
existing programsvof instruction, research and public service ‘at
- S . . '-' .1 _
. N : . ' , L

.11
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'the’state universities and to advise“the appropriate board of -

~ R o "\
: o

>
N

4 .0

control 1f the contribution of each progyram .is not educationally
~ . '

and economic ly Justified" The program reviews which were

’ developed to meet this responsibility ‘are designed primarily to

address\state—level concerns, The governing board also - {\
recognizes that "

+.sprogram reviews sunport 1nternal, universfty
. . :

'decisions related to planning, resource allpcation, program

" improvement, and accreditation requirements"

- -

\
o

While reviewing the criteria,aeiected by the‘governi g

o

‘board for program review,,it was recognized that the crditetYia

were not assessing several program components which would e of

s1gnificance,to the Institution for formative e%aluation,

-

although"nottnecessarily‘of interest to the state board, In

' fact most of the criteria seemed to fall into a Small subsetaof

areas. In order to systematically examine this obsarvation, the

“model discussed in the previbus section was dqveloped' Each of

the criteria for-program review were exam%ﬁ%d and classified

into the ‘model for examining mandated_criieria.‘ The results are.

shown in Table(;;1 g ) A . ;%
o "Overall theére were 32 criteria used in the program review.

Approximately 28 percent of the criteria were classified into

o e o
student/output cell. This was ;ﬁe most heavily weighted cell. -
‘.
‘Educational aspirations, Satisfaction with the program and R
student grade final point averages are examplea of the typical
\d \.\n
v o
N o
1} " ‘. S . ¢



PR

-

- used to define the quality of a program,-at least from -a

3,:criteria included in this cellh ;”lld_ r;g_‘fg‘;ﬁ;gipb'].;nu

v -

The administrator/output cell was the next most heavily

weighted cell with 18 8 pefcent of the criteria being claSsified

Ainto th1s category. Some of. the typical criteria that occurred ;
- in this category were number of coJ?ses taught, unit costs, mnd

ﬁ'accreditation of the program._.l_b. i'*fjflgé‘\,_x ' ”:Lfvf

The third largest cell was the adminiamrator/process cell
with approximately l6 percent of the criteria assessipg ‘,P

behaviors from this category. Arrangements for off campus‘j,

courses, academic su

of th1s cell_y

4'

'ovrt: .

nd 1ibrary support are &ll examples

characterlstics,,high school,ranks and entry ‘ekam results)

2

Finally,'there were 6 2 percent ogfthe criteria in’ tha.

administrator/input cell (e.g., enrollment data and resource

requlrements){“'

One of the most interesting f1ndings is the factlthat‘the“.

1 student/process and the facul yﬁprocess cells were not assesigig

by any criteria.' In general when educators think about program
r“-"“’“' :
Y

évaluation, these are the types of act1vites that are typically
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- . e PN " /

. . . formative evaluation pointfof'view;.’vf | o | V'Aﬁ

The model clearIy highlights the emphasis‘on input and ~v

,’ﬂ :"output actiV1ties with 56 percent being outcome criteria, 28

\l

percent input criteria and 16 percent process criteria. AThelid%

\

;5;; ;“'criteria are about equally distributed between student and f//l

dlad?inistrator categories with 38 percent and 41 percent

fdxespectiveIY:_aPProximately 22 percent of the criteria fal}ﬂ

o\;
cr

‘ under the faculty category. While these emphases may be¢

o E

.appropriate for externally based decisions about progrj_

J

uﬁder—represented categories in the example are equally

‘ srgnificant to internal planners.' A.' ", o ./f

. : o ) . //‘ N
‘ff}\ S Based on this asséssment of the criteria in xerms of the
- \\ S * ? .. /

\\ : model described in this paper, several activities are current1y

underway to'develop criteria that can be used to asseSs the
mpty cells - student/process and faculty/process. Some of the
:criteria that are being considered are p/;ticipation in.

classroom discussions, attendance, apd the use of learning‘

supports and counseling services.VAlljof'these criteria’ which . -

- - would be in the student/process‘cet}.
' L o DAY

N0

.Discussion.

a

gf* o " The purpose of this paper yas to present a model ‘that can

‘be used to integrate formative/evaluatlon criteria 1nto ongoing

=

mandated summative evaluations “An important part of this

_‘@pproach 1nv%%ves the development ofla model that .can be used to

e L , i ) B B 3 . . . "_)‘
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bhighlight the criteria currently used in any evaluation of
'academdc programs in higher education.vThrough the detailed«
.assessment of. program review criteria and the interrelatLpns
lgbetweén these criter1a, a V1ew‘of state—wide and institutional'
wprior;ties can be developed : The model proposed 1n this paper:

o ?can be used to stimulate an exam1nation of the possible

relationships between cr1teria.‘ Some possible qu tions dre as_

e ,-.,

.;follows. Are there correlations between faculty in ut
“characteristics and student process? Is there- ar lationship
‘ between faculty input and faculty process? What is the impact of
“ lfaculty 1nput and process on student outcomes? What would
"happenvto student outcomes, if we changed faculty input? Such
-questions could lead to a greater understanding of the process
nof schooling in higher education.\».; o SRR ' “*”;f
- One of the consequences of using this model in dur 'case\\:
study" was the identif1cation of the great-emphasis plaCed by
the governing board on student/output criteria and
adm1n1strator/output criter1a, while two other possible program
review cr1ter1a areas - student/process and faculty/process -
‘were not assessed at all N RN F’ : .
Since outs1de agencies are primarily concerned ‘with
'summatiVe éwaluation, it-1s not too surprising that in our case

‘study the criteria ‘are not equally represented in each cell in

the model. It was apparent that the governing board was not
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. primarily concerned withfprocess criteria‘that'might.have
explaifed outcome results obtained from thes program undergoing
review. However, from a feedback/corrective point of view, the

_ ._critbria areas that could provide the most useful 1nformation

| fo:Frevising a8 program, if that seemed approp{iate,-would tend
to fall in the process cells - student, faculty,'and ) ‘
'Aadministrator. TWo of the process areas (student and faculty)°
':'that would be very useful for the'}érmative evaluation of an
academic program were not even evaluated within the current

;#J- .program review structure. The process cells would represent

“criteria- that should be of concern in most formative program

o evaluations, these are the variables that define what ‘the "+

'faculty, students and administrators\are actually doing and is
typically considered the "academic program". |
In developing criteria that are appropriate for a11 the
. o programs and universities within a system, the governing board
| has identified areas that would be the most general and thereby
happlicable to a. wide variety of - different pnograms.-v »
Unfortunately, these reviews lose some of their usefulness:
within'each university because of this generality. Since the
'externally mandated program reviews represent a maJor evaluation
activity by. the universities within the state, the

4

administrators within the university that are responsible for

-

‘a'the program evaluations should-be,aware of the“impact of the

‘;lsir,
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criteria that are chosen. o ‘__h‘ - A-~‘fl,'?L%"zfﬂﬂf

,. ! t w . B . .
The response made,by the« university used in the case study.

”was to develop criterda that could be used to, assess areas not
,currently tapped by the board criteria 'in order to maximiZe the

' internal utility of these reviews for formative eval*ation.';The

‘ .- a . v

'_view adopted was that since the programs were: currently

fundergoing an externa11y~mandated program review, thex"

'supplemental 1nformation designed to address specifically the

W1thin university planning, management ‘and decision making needs

should become an integral part of the- process and not merely
~
Tty .

'~anci11ary._h, o o ‘::*ffy
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gTEbleAl. Ciassification;of EValuation Criteria ;‘4 Lo ﬂ
. -‘t----------ﬂﬂ---------h.-H—’---Hﬂﬂﬂﬂﬂﬂ‘HH-HHH-HHHHHHBH-Hﬂﬂﬂﬂﬂ;ﬂﬂ-
+°; Sequence Participants : Sadple criteria o ‘Percant’
' Students‘:'- Student ch rpcteristics 9.4
- Faculty’ ‘( -Program objectives - 12305
’ ° Administrators’ Program resources o 6.2 .
- B . " _ ‘\ D mmmm—
‘» ’ ) Q ) ! ’ .. 28.1
L 'Prqcess‘ « Students - Time on- thskég 0.0
e S Faculty  Student/faculty interaction; 0.0,
SN AAdministratoret,1Support services SR . 15460
. L 'Y . s RN y ) .:.:_"__‘._‘___-_
B . 15.6
'1ﬂfﬂf-_ Outputh%_ Students:.-‘ ,Sétiefaction?witﬁﬁbrogramr - 28.1
Y . L ‘Faculty : €rant dollars. . 904
_ P Administrators - Unit/instructional costs ~ = 18.8
| o 56.3

-Notef—i Percentages represent the proportion of criteria in each
~cell. out of total of 32 criteria. : S :
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